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PLENARY SESSION: 101 – INTRODUCTION TO REMOVALS
Moderated by:  Marshall Cedilote, TX
This session provided the audience with an overview of the removals process.  Representatives from EPA Headquarters and New Hampshire presented both the EPA’s role and the State’s role in implementing removal actions, along with a summary of the NCP, related policy and guidance, and communication/coordination issues between the various federal, state, local, and private response agencies.
MAIN TOPICS:

1. EPA Removal Process

2. Federal Removal Actions – State Role

Gilberto Irizarry, Director, Program Operations and Coordination Division (POCD), EPA Headquarters Office of Emergency Management (OEM)
EPA Removal Process
Gilberto Irizarry provided an overview of EPA’s removals processes, including authorities, limitations, tools, and resources available to the On Scene Coordinator (OSC), as well as the tasks and timelines needed to complete a removal action.

Specifically, Mr. Irizarry discussed the evolution of the removal program, the National Contingency Plan (NCP), the legal definition of the OSC and the legal authority for the OSC to direct a removal action.  Mr. Irizarry mentioned that the policy and guidance for removal actions might vary among the EPA Regions; however, it was EPA Headquarters role to ensure that a certain level of consistency is applied throughout the program.

Mr. Irizarry stressed that the main responsibility of the OSC was to coordinate with other federal, state, local, and private agencies, and to provide resources, technical assistance, and to “fill in the gaps” during a response action.  But it was also recognized that the OSC might take the lead role on a removal action when and where necessary.

The presentation described the removal process in great detail, including site discovery and notification, the three types of removal actions (emergency removals, time critical, and non-time critical removal actions), the action memorandum, the administrative record and key documents, public participation and community involvement, and enforcement and Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) participation.

John Regan, Supervisor, New Hampshire Hazardous Waste Sites Section 

Federal Removal Actions – State Role
Mr. John Regan provided an overview of the Time Critical Removal Action (TCRA) process and the State’s role in working with EPA on removal actions at which the EPA is the lead agency.  Mr. Regan began by discussing the highlights of the Focus Groups guidance on removal actions.  He specifically mentioned that the guidance encourages State involvement; however, the language is not precise (e.g., “State concerns should be considered,” “When practicable... the State should be notified,” etc.).

Mr. Regan noted that States have specific knowledge and skills that can be very beneficial to the OSC, especially when it comes to identification of applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs).  He also stressed that States can provide valuable assistance with community involvement, public participation, identifying treatment and disposal options, identifying sensitive ecosystems, PRP searches, providing site-specific technical information, and implementing post-removal site controls.

Mr. Regan added that States appreciate early and continuous involvement in removal actions, which can often avoid problems.  States can help identify and prioritize removal actions, and in some cases, there are written agreements between the EPA and the State.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
Q:
How does funding at the end of the fiscal year affect EPA’s removal action 
decisions?

A: 
It shouldn’t.  But EPA needs to work with the States in order to prioritize sites.  Typically, EPA Regions are cautious early in the fiscal year about their funds, and there is a need to manage their funds wisely to make sure that there is enough money in case of a major incident.

Q: 
When the EPA closes out a site, do they seek State concurrence?

A:  
There is no formal requirement to obtain State concurrence upon completion of a removal action.  However, it all goes back to working closely with the State from the beginning so that everyone is aware and on-board with what is being done at all steps in the process.  If the State is involved all along, then there should be concurrence at the close out.

Q:  
Did the response action shown in the slides by New Hampshire (buried drum removal) include an RI/FS?

A:  
Yes.

Q:  
What begins the six-month planning period for a removal action; what starts the clock?  And why does the planning period sometimes take much longer?

A:  
The Action Memorandum starts the clock and formally begins the planning period.  Each site has its unique challenges.  A lot of professional judgment is used.  Every OSC wants to get out in the field quickly but also needs to grant the PRP the opportunity to take action.  The target is six months, but it will vary from site to site.  If there is very limited information about the site, it will take longer.  Sometimes PRP involvement will take longer.

Q: 
Where do you draw the line between TCRA (Time Critical Removal Action) and non-TCRA?

A:
TCRAs are done by the remedial side of EPA.  Often times site characteristics and costs determine which removal action to choose.  Funding is a major factor.  One or two removal actions may use up all the funding for an entire EPA Region.

Q:
If the OSC decides on a removal action that requires land use controls, how far “up the chain” (of command) does he/she need to go to get approval for this selection?  (Removals with land use controls are often resource intensive for the State).

A:
Technically, per the National Contingency Plan (NCP), the OSC is the primary decision maker.  However, the OSC is trained to coordinate closely with the State to make the final decisions.  If there are controversial issues, obviously the management chain will be involved, but the actual decision rests with the OSC.  Again, if there is major controversy or if it is precedent setting, the OSC knows to inform his/her management and potentially the Regional Administrator and EPA Headquarters.

PLENARY SESSION: REMOVAL ACTION CHALLENGES I
Moderated by: Ty Howard, UT

This session focused on removal v. remedial, the post-removal process, the challenges of using removals as a funding mechanism, and the need for better/more community involvement.

Ty Howard began by commenting on the joint paper (between Current Issues Focus Group and Removal Action Focus Group) still currently that is in draft and expected to be completed by the end of the year.   The key to the materials in the joint paper centered on knowing the goals and objectives, along with good and effective communication.

Federal land managers have a tendency to use removals as sole clean-up authority to a site.  Ty provided a general update on the contents of the joint paper.

Tom Lanphar – CA

Case Study on the use of Time-Critical Removal Action’s (TCRA’s) at the Hunters Point site in California
Site Background:

The responsible party for the site was the U.S. Navy.  The site dates back to 1868, with Navy involvement in 1939 and was placed on the National Priority List (NPL) in 1989, and achieved Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) status in 1994.  The overall site consisted of 420 acres of land, encompassing 7 parcels. 

Tom discussed several different portions of the site and what types of contamination existed on those areas.  

Parcel E and E2:

Some of the contaminants that existed were petroleum products, Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC’s), Radionuclides, and Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB’s).  Some of the PCB contamination extended up to 26 feet deep.   The cleanup levels for the radiological contamination met “free release” criteria.  PCB contaminated soil consisted of 2.73 acres at a cost of 9.3 million dollars.  

Parcel IR 02: 

This parcel contained other waste materials such as metals, PCB’s, and asbestos.  The removal action focused on the radiological contamination for Parcel IR 02.  Tom posed the question of, whether a TCRA was really necessary. With Parcel IR 02, the use of TCRA was justified by the proximity of the site to San Francisco Bay and the high levels of contamination near the surface.   The question arose of when the 6-month planning period for TCRA’s begins.  The Action Memo that was generated was a two-year process.  Would the site have benefited by conducting an Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis (EE/CA)?  The Navy argued that an EE/CA was not necessary.

By using Removal vs. Remedial actions at the site:

Gained 4 years by using removal and better ROD’s will result by using Removal.

Gained more experience with radiological contamination and collected critical information.  Tom pointed out that an advantage to using removals is that RODs do not continually need to be amended. In the past, the Navy did TCRA’s by itself.  The Navy is now involving the state and establishing periodic conference calls.  The State is in a better position now than in the past.   The Navy established a Restoration Advisory Board that conducted tours, meetings, and periodic updates.  This has been very successful.

Some of the conclusions of the work:

There needs to be more clarity on the use of TCRA’s.  The state is not sure what guidance the Navy uses to establish criteria for the use of TCRA’s. Cooperation is a key to success. Public involvement through the Restoration Advisory Board, has been successful.

Dwayne Ford – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)
Community Involvement at Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS)
Congress created the program in 1986 and the U.S. ACOE manages the program, which contains almost 10,000 FUDS nationwide. They do use removal actions at FUD sites that follow the CERCLA process. Since the Department of Defense (DoD) does not own these properties, they may be hundreds of individual property owners.  This creates a robust Community Involvement Plan. 

Why involve the public?

DoD has a limited knowledge of the sites; the public knows where the skeletons are!  

Community Involvement includes:

1. Technical Project Planning (TPP): This is made up of anyone who has an interest in the site.  It is very important to define the end-point of the plan.
2. Right of Entry: Everyone has different agendas; there are many different property owners; general distrust of the government; how is going to affect property values; participation is voluntary.
3. Media: Use them or get used by them.  Provide media days and press releases.  This can be a very valuable tool.
4. Continuing Outreach:  Very Important.  This can last for many years; cannot assure 100% clearance, subject to CERCLA 5-year reviews.  

Single most effective tool is public education!
FUD’s success hinges on community involvement.

Unsuccessful community involvement = unsuccessful project

Dwayne touched on Ordinance Safety using Recognize, Retreat, and Report for Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) safety.

Summary of Questions and Answers at the end of the presentations:

Q: 
DoD has generated access agreements.  Is there any discussion between EPA and DoD to have regulatory authority?

A: 
Yes, they are working at simplifying the right of entry agreement.  The States can also help.

Q:
 Is it difficult setting clean-up levels using TCR authorities?  Can you use state clean-up standards?

A: 
Clean-up standards need to be agreed upon up front.  Some sites may know the overall objective, but may not have a clean-up level.

Q: 
Are there specific radiological clean-up values for soil?

A:
Do not have specific levels available.

Q: 
Do you use the state to contact for a media event?

A: 
The Public Affair Office (U.S. ACOE) takes care of it. 

Q:
Is the material that is put back into an excavation considered hazardous waste?

A:
Initial sampling indicates yes, but we do not have all the data yet.

Comment:  Different branches of government, handle right of entry differently.

Q:
Is there an effort to conduct Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation (PA/SI) on FUDs?

A: 
There are national guidelines for conducting PA/SI on FUDS on-line.

Q:
For projects that carry over from year to year, how is it funded?

A: 
It is funded incrementally, close out removals and transition into the RI/FS.

PLENARY SESSION: REMOVAL ACTION CHALLENGES II 
Moderator: David Sweeney, NJ

This session focused on EPA’s perspectives on Removal Actions at NPL Federal Facilities and EPA’s munitions response activities.

Main Topics
1. An overview of removal actions basics including the pros and cons of removal actions was given by EPA

2. EPA’s view of the use of removal actions used by Federal Facilities in Region 9 was highlighted.

3. A summary of EPA’s munitions response activities and guidance documents that are available were outlined in the session. 

John Chesnutt, US EPA Region 9

EPA Region 9 Perspectives on Removal at NPL Federal Facilities

Mr. Chesnutt started his presentation with the types of Removal Actions under CERCLA. These are Emergency, Time Critical, and Non-Time Critical Removal Actions. Some of the pros for the use of removal actions at Federal Facilities include addressing immediate threats; they get the job done with minimal process; sometimes they are done in a timely manner for the use of available funds. However, DOD or the Federal Facility unilaterally selects the action, although they may consult with EPA and/or the state. Removal actions work well in the case of base closures and UXO issues. Mr. Chesnutt also gave some reasons to use the remedial actions as opposed to removal actions. One of the reasons includes more planning in the process. So sites can prioritize based on risk and other factors, such as site use/reuse, cost, and environmental justice concerns. Similar sites/operable units may be grouped together for economies of scale. The remedial action process allows for a more through evaluation of risk and alternatives with the preference for treatment and permanent solutions. The remedial process allows for public and state involvement, and the decision for the selected remedy is made jointly with EPA.

John Chesnutt reminded the audience that it’s not a clear line delineating when to do removal actions. When in doubt if a removal action is warranted, look to the NCP and EPA guidance. At Federal Facilities, the federal facility is the lead agency and concurrence of the EPA and state is not needed. EPA is only involved with remedial decisions. He mentioned above that the entire agency needs to consider all the stakeholders concerns.

Mr. Chesnutt’s experience with removal actions at Federal Facilities in EPA Region 9 has found Federal Facilities more liberal in the use of removal actions. He has found the use of time-critical and non-time critical removal action rationale often is not justified, with poorly written EE/CAs and action memorandums often the removal action is very expensive and has a long duration. They often address controversial issues with minimal stakeholder involvement. They sometimes avoid the risk assessment and regulator approval process. 

Mr. Chesnutt ended his presentation with EPA’s Region 9 issues: Is the right thing being done? Is it protective of human health and the environment? Is it getting the right thing done the first time? Is it consistent with long-term action:? Is it compliant with ARARs? Is there preference for treatment and permanence? Does it have agency (EPA’s) and community acceptance? Hey, what about State acceptance?

He concluded that removals fill a critical role. They are easy when stakeholders agree. He challenged DOD appropriate use of removals. He stated that non-time critical removals actions are not always faster than FS/ROD progress especial when it is followed with add on ROD requirements. 

Kevin Oates, US EPA Federal Facilities Restoration and Reuse 
EPA Munitions Response Activities 

Kevin Oates gave a review of the activities conducted by EPA concerning munitions response. He cited a number of documents that may be useful to regulators and people in the field.

Starting with a technical reference manual for overseeing Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) and Munitions Constituents (MC) focus on unique aspect of responses at a site. EPA Handbook on the Management of Munitions Response Action 505-B-01-001 May 2005 and EPA Guidelines expected out on January 19, 2007.

He mentioned the Uniform Federal Policy – www.epa.gov/swerffr/documents/intergov_qual_task_force.htm. EPA is also busy giving training and has a three-day class, which they are re-vamping. Please see trainx.org.

It will be coming to Region 1 and 3 soon.    The purpose of this course is to provide technical training essential to project managers involved in the investigation and cleanup of unexploded ordnance (UXO), discarded military munitions (DMM), and to some extent munitions constituents. The training is intended to give technical project managers enough knowledge of issues to prepare for, plan and conduct a munitions response action. 

http://trainex.org/offeringslist.cfm?courseid=409 
This course was given but it will continue if there is interest: 

	


Course Synopsis: Management of Ordnance and Explosives at Closed, Transferred and Transferring ranges (CTT) and other sites 
EPA Course: Planning and Management of Munitions Response Actions When: July 26, 27, 28, 2005 Where: Radisson Hotel, 2020 Jefferson Davis Highway, Arlington Virginia Registration Deadlines: • EPA/State staff – May 23, 2005 • DOD/Others – June 15, 2005 Important Note: A commitment to attend all three days is required for confirmation of registration. Purpose: The purpose of this course is to provide technical training essential to project managers involved in the investigation and cleanup of ... 
http://trainex.org/moreinfo/class_attach/2486/planning_synopsis.pdf (33K/2 pages/PDF) 
EPA is also working with a multi-agency work group, which started in May 2004.  It is on MEC Hazard Assessment. Guidance will be coming out on how to address site-specific explosive hazards under CERCLA. A notice of availability was put out on December 2006 and public review through February 2007. It is a joint document with EPA/DOD/DOI.  

Mr. Oates also mentioned an update to the Test Method SW 8330B which can be obtained on EPA’s website.

There is a MMRP collaborative effort that is ongoing, the “Munitions Response Committee” and the Munitions Response Ad Hoc Committee”. It involves EPA and USACE through a MOU. They are also working with ITRC and SERDP/ESTCP. One of the items they came out with was a Guidance document 1110-1-1200-June 2, 2005. This a joint document with EPA and DOD. 

There are still more items coming out in 2007:

From the EPA/USACE MOU, FFRO & MMCX FY06 & 07 – ER-200-3-1 Implementation; Removal to Remedial Transitions; CERCLA Guidance (Template), ARAR Identification Tool; Joint MMRP QA/QC Fact Sheets; and FUDS PA/SI Consistency Review.  A MRPPA/SI Survey will be done to identify resource, site specific and programmatic issues and assemble information. Responses are due mid-January 2007. It will allow feedback to EPA, states and DOD by mid-February 2007. The SERDP/ESTCP involves a wide area assessment targeting sizing and technology IPR.

If you have any questions please e-mail oates.kevin@epa.gov or maddox.doug@epa.gov.

Documents can be found at www.epa.gov/fedfac/documents/munitions.htm.

The Strategic Environmental Research and Development Program (SERDP) is the Department of Defense's (DoD) environmental science and technology program, planned and executed in full partnership with the Department of Energy and the Environmental Protection Agency, with participation by numerous other federal and non-federal organizations. To address the highest priority issues confronting the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marines, SERDP focuses on cross-service requirements and pursues high-risk/high-payoff solutions to the Department’s most intractable environmental problems. The development and application of innovative environmental technologies support the long-term sustainability of DoD’s training and testing ranges as well as significantly reduce current and future environmental liabilities.
The Environmental Security Technology Certification Program (ESTCP) is a Department of Defense (DoD) program that promotes innovative, cost-effective environmental technologies through demonstration and validation at DoD sites. To learn more about ESTCP, proceed to the About Us section. For more information on ESTCP funded demonstrations and evaluations, visit the Technologies section.

ESTCP's partner in environmental technology, the Strategic Environmental Research and Development Program (SERDP), released its annual Core and SERDP Exploratory Development (SEED) solicitations for FY 2008 on November 9, 2006.  The Core solicitation requests proposals in response to Statements of Need (SON) related to the SERDP focus areas of Environmental Restoration, Munitions Management, Sustainable Infrastructure, and Weapons Systems and Platforms.  For the SERDP Core solicitation, pre-proposals from the non-federal sector are due January 4, 2007, and federal proposals are due March 8, 2007.  In addition, two SEED SONs were released within the Munitions Management and Sustainable Infrastructure thrust areas. All SERDP SEED proposals are due March 8, 2007. Detailed instructions and the SONs for both federal and non-federal submissions are available on the SERDP site under the “Funding Opportunities” link.

PLENARY SESSION: FORUM WITH FEDERAL LAND MANAGERS REPRESENTATIVES – REMOVALS ON FEDERAL LANDS
Moderated By: Jennifer Roberts, AK
This session focused on removals actions conducted by various federal agencies including the Department of Interior, Department of Agriculture, and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA).  This session was a rare opportunity to learn about these agencies removal programs, including, organizational structure and metrics, funding, types of sites requiring removals, how these agencies interact with states, and current and future plans for removal actions.

Response Actions at the Department Of Interior (DOI)

Robert Wilson, Manager of Centralized Hazmat Fund, Office of Secretary of the Interior

Jennifer Roberts gave Mr. Wilson’s presentation since he was unable to attend the symposium. Agencies under the aegis of the DOI include the National Park Service (NPS, Fish and Wildlife Dept. (F&W), Bureau of Land Management (BLM) (including the Bureau of Reclamation), and the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA).  Types of sites involving removal actions at these departments include pesticides associated with cattle dipping operations (BIA), historic buildings with hazardous chemicals (NPS), old landfills (e.g., BLM has 223 landfills), and old abandoned mines (Bureau of Reclamation).  In 1995, DOI at the Secretary level created the Centralized Hazardous Materials Fund. This program established a Technical Review Committee that prioritizes projects and funding levels for each of the bureaus.  Each bureau, in turn, manages its projects with the funding it receives. 

DOI’s Hazmat Fund receives $10 million per year, however, about half of that is needed to continue long-term maintenance projects, which reduce the amount available for new projects including removals. DOI has established guidelines to ensure all funds are used within the federal fiscal year.   DOI can and does seek cost recovery from potential responsible parties (PRPs). 

Under President Bush’s Comprehensive Management System initiative, DOI is mandated to determine how much environmental liability exists for the sites under their responsibility.  Until now, DOI has struggled to quantify the full extent of contaminated sites, including cleanup costs.  DOI has used this initiative to determine the full number of sites, total cleanup costs, and potential liability associated with these sites. Once this comprehensive list is compiled, DOI will be able to establish a multi-year schedule.  DOI is developing the tools such as a unified database to enhance management (including traditional cleanups, environmental audits and oversight) of these sites.  DOI is open to sharing that list with States. However, it will take at least three years to develop the comprehensive site list.  Once the list is complete, DOI intends to implement quarterly reporting of how department actions have affected liability status (where it has been reduced, increased, etc.).  Overall, Mr. Wilson believes this is a good management initiative. 

U.S. Department Of Agriculture CERCLA Program

Holly Fliniau, USDA CERCLA program manager

Ms. Fliniau’s presentation on the USDA CERCLA program included two objectives:  the first was to present a general description of USDA CERCLA Program, and the second was to highlight a number of USDA cleanup sites throughout the United States, focusing on removal actions at these sites.  Ms. Fliniau presentation included examples of where USDA has coordinated with states on removals projects, and also highlighted both the typical and special challenges of the USDA cleanup program. Ms. Fliniau is the primary USDA contact for the CERCLA program.

Ms. Fliniau works within the Hazardous Materials Management (HAZMAT) division.  This division oversees hazardous materials management of 19 agencies within the USDA. The CERCLA program within HAZMAT is under the USDA mission -there are multiple department missions- of protecting and enhancing the nation’ natural resources and environment. Environmental contamination problem areas include: 1) Former grain silo sites (carbon tetrachloride used to clean silos which contaminated the groundwater; 2) Tick baths (bureau of animal affairs) now located on private land; 3) Research facilities; 4) Land that returns to federal ownership under loan defaults that may be contaminated with pesticides, etc.; 5) Forest land with leaking UST, old wood treating sites, etc.; and 6) Abandoned mines on forest land.  Note that the latter category includes the bulk of sites, and is allocated the largest portion of funding. 

USDA hazardous materials program consists of three components, RCRA, CERCLA, and EMS. Of the 19 USDA agencies the two most involved in CERCLA cleanups are the Farm service agency and the Natural Resource Conservation Service.  

The HAZMAT program is managed by the Policy Council. This council approves both the funding and the priority list. Policy council consists of senior policy representatives from among the USDA agencies with an environmental compliance or contamination component. Ms. Fliniau pointed out that the program area she works in is actually quite small, consisting of only 7 employees, and is assisted by a pollution control team. 

The policy of the HAZMAT program is to use CERCLA non-time critical removal actions at its sites. So far cleanup has been completed at 2200 sites; however, most of these were simple cleanup (e.g., USTs, etc.).  The more extensive site cleanups are still to be done, with about 2000 cleanups remaining. The Government Performance Results Act (GPRA) goal is to cleanup all sites by 2045.  USDA’s authority is derived from Executive Order 12580, which is the same authority EPA uses to conduct assessments, cleanups, enforcement, etc.  However, USDA has no authority when the site is on the NPL, or in classic emergency situations. CERCLA 106 allows USDA to issue unilateral orders although this has been rarely used. Annual appropriation is about $34-38 million, which includes funds contributed by USDA agencies. USDA seeks cost recovery from PRPs, and has recovered about $250 million over the years. 

Contaminated sites are prioritized based on four factors.  The USDA has a Program Focus Panel, which oversees prioritization of all projects (this panel is similar to DOI’s Technical Review Committee).  

Ms. Fliniau gave a brief presentation on a number of USDA projects.  Some examples include:

1) A log transfer facility program in Alaska. USDA has an agreement with the State of Alaska that identified roles and responsibilities between Alaska and USDA regarding cleanup of various contaminated sites at log transfer facilities. This agreement identified which agency would have the lead on various categories of sites and the two agencies have had a good working relationship;

2) Some Alaska sites, such as a uranium mine and palladium/copper mine still require funding.

3) Arizona: Funding planned in ‘07 for Turkey Mining Site (lead and arsenic contamination).
4) California: Biggest challenges are mercury mines and impacted watersheds. 

5) Colorado: Five national forests, which includes many wood treating facilities. Multiple partnerships between USDA and State of Colorado.  

6) Eastern coal mine sites: Many abandoned coalmines in eastern US.  Difficult to determine whether these sites will be addressed under Surface Mining Control Reclamation Action (SMACRA) or CERCLA. Very little funding available under SMACRA.  Examples of coalmine sites in Illinois and Ohio were highlighted.

7) Florida and Texas: Tick vat sites. Most are located on private land. Typical vat solutions included arsenic, lindane, toxaphene, and DDT, with arsenic the primary chemical of concern due to its persistence.

8) Kansas and Nebraska: Grain silos with carbon tetrachloride contamination in ground water.  USDA has worked with the states on these sites.

9) Great Lake states: Old landfills are a problem in the national forests in this region. 

10) Idaho: There have been conflicts between USDA and EPA on developing repository agreement to address mining wastes areas. 

11) Illinois: Success story is the arsenic remediation of former Joliet Army site, and creation of tall grass prairie. 

12) Nevada: Challenge is cyanide-leaching operations. Companies went bankrupt, leaving USDA to cleanup the site.

National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) Restoration Program

Mark Schoppet, NASA, Environmental Compliance and Restoration Program

Mr. Schoppet described NASA‘s restoration program, focusing on the types of projects, how the restoration program is funded, and how projects are prioritized.  Case studies were presented included the Glenn Research facility in Ohio.

NASA has 16 centers (Jet Propulsion Lab, Johnson Space Center, etc.) in 10 states and 5 EPA Regions. Centers are located in all types of terrain: desert, urban, coastal, and rural. The types of sites at these centers are similar to industrial facilities due to the testing NASA conducts. Chemicals associated with rocket testing included propellants, Perchlorate, etc. 

NASA has an unfunded environmental liability of $893 million, which includes $350 million at White Sands, $120 million at Jet Propulsion lab, and $110 million for the Plum Brook Reactor Decommissioning Project.

The Environmental Compliance and Restoration Program have an overall budget of $50 million per year. Projects are prioritized based on human health risk and agency wide concerns. 

Remedial action challenges are staff turnover, revisiting previous decisions, and working with regulators on cleanup schedules.

The Glenn Research Center example involved the transfer of this property to the City of Cleveland. Ohio played a critical role in the cleanup. Project was successful due to openness and responsiveness among the parties (NASA, Ohio EPA, FAA, and City of Cleveland).  

Topics discussed during the question and answer portion of this session included: 

1) USDA would like to work with individual States to identify applicable and appropriate requirements (ARARs) in order to streamline the cleanup process. 

2) NASA indicated that issues associated with the Clean Water Act are the most common ARAR they deal with.  

3) USDA noted that the former tick bath operations involve joint jurisdiction issues (both federal and state requirements).

4) NASA was able to integrate RCRA/CERCLA at the Wallops site. EPA, in lieu of listing the site on the NPL (which could potentially hurt commercial business at the facility), issued a RCRA 7003 order.  However, the remediation followed the CERCLA process. 

5) USDA follows the NCP process for non-time critical removal projects, which includes following the community involvement requirements.

6) Regarding funding of state oversight, NASA does fund State involvement through cost reimbursement (invoices from State). USDA generally does not fund State oversight.  However, there are some exceptions (e.g. Kansas). 

Tuesday, December 5, 2006

PLENARY SESSION: ONE CLEANUP 
Moderated by: Bruce Everetts, IL
This session provided an overview of the Little Elk Creek One Cleanup Region III pilot project in Cecil county Maryland and reviewed changes implemented by FFRRO to improve and update EPA’s Federal Facilities Docket and an update of the EPA’s One Cleanup Program.

Main Topics:

1) Little Elk Creek One Cleanup Pilot Project Jim Carroll, Maryland Department of the Environment
2) History and status of efforts to update the Federal Facilities Docket and One Cleanup Program, Jim Woolford, USEPA FFRRO

Jim Carroll, Administrator of the Maryland Department of the Environment’s (MDE) Environmental Restoration and Redevelopment Program

Little Elk Creek One Cleanup Pilot Project

Jim Carroll provided a background history and status review of the Little Elk Creek Pilot Project, the first test of the One Cleanup policy in Region III.  

EPA issued the One Cleanup Policy in April of 2003.  In August of 2003, EPA Region III and Maryland jointly took a One Cleanup approach to the Little Elk Creek Area in Cecil County Maryland.  The Little Elk Creek Area consisted of a complex of environmentally impacted sites, which included one RCRA corrective action site, one RCRA Enforcement site, several State Superfund sites, several State Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) sites, and a National Priorities List site.  Contaminated soil and groundwater were an issue at most of the sites.  Initial efforts focused on creating a team of stakeholders, which included EPA, MDE, NOAA, Cecil County, the Town of Elkton, responsible parties, and the community.  

A large portion of the Little Elk Creek site began its industrial history through the manufacture of fireworks.  During World War II the existing manufacturing infrastructure was transformed into a munitions assembly facility and components manufacturing complex to accommodate the needs of the war effort.  At the end of the war the owners of the facility were in bankruptcy, and the facility, which had been built and paid for with government financing were abandoned.  Post war efforts to revitalize the area created an industrial park on the former site, but concerns regarding potential contamination from historic activities were a drag on development.  

Following the initiation of the Pilot Project the State conducted 33 Brownfield assessments which were supported by EPA funding.  Additionally, two VCP projects were begun in the area, which facilitated bank financing for the properties.  An EPA removal action was initiated to address a 475-acre parcel of land adjacent to the former manufacturing facility when large quantities of ordnance scrap and the State’s Superfund Program in an agricultural field identified geophysical targets.  The site was deemed to be ineligible for a Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS) response due to the Potential Responsible Party status of the site in the FUDS database and the lack of the sites inclusion on the Department of Defense range inventory.

It was postulated that this field was used during the war for open burning / open detonation of waste and off-specification ordnance items from the plant.  The initial focus of the assessment was on 33 acres of land; however, when a developer began efforts to acquire the property for residential development the focus was expanded.  Working with the EPA and the US Army Corps of Engineers a removal action was begun; however, project delays and cost overruns brought the removal action to an early close with only minimal ordnance clearance.  It should be noted, however, that energetic ordnance and ordnance components were recovered during the limited removal.  At present the developer has indicated that they will conduct additional assessments at the site.  

Benefits of the One Cleanup approach:


Improved communication with partners


Community awareness


NOAA’s involvement improved the watershed approach to groundwater issues

County awareness of issues will improve the zoning process

Bridges built to EPA’s One Cleanup Program should facilitate future efforts in the state.

During questions Mr. Carroll was asked if the EPA’s Ready for Reuse Certificate was used to support development.   Mr. Carroll responded that it was not.  The EPA’s model prospective purchaser agreement in conjunction with state’s Voluntary Cleanup Program documentation was used due to their liability protection.

Jim Woolford, EPA’s Federal Facilities Restoration and Reuse Office 

(FFRRO) Director

Federal Facilities Docket Update Project and the One Cleanup Program Status

Jim Woolford provided a background history and status update of efforts to transform and update the Federal Facilities Docket and an update of the EPA’s One Cleanup Program.

Docket

The docket is a list of environmental releases or violations at federal facilities.  Congress created the requirement for the docket.  EPA is responsible for maintaining the docket.  Congress provided clear guidance on the requirements to be placed on the docket but did not provide the clear means for removing a site from the docket.

From the dockets inception, the responsibility for its maintenance rested with EPA’s Office of Federal Facilities Enforcement.  However, approximately 2.5 years ago, the responsibility for the docket transferred to FFRRO under Mr. Woolford.  During the transition of the docket to Mr. Woolford’s office, a three day meeting resulted in over twenty pages of action items that needed to be addressed in order to transform the existing docket into a manageable electronic data base.  This process is still ongoing.

The initial efforts in the project have been focused on the creation of revised guidance for the regions.  The first of these guidance documents should be available in early 2007 and will be very basic “docket 101.”  Current plans call for the docket to be on-track within 2-3 years.  Docket updates may be changed from a semi-annual reporting basis to an annual basis.

Accomplishments: 

The docket has migrated to the CERCLIS database; however, approximately 2400 sites failed to migrate and must be reentered.

Hurdles:


Improve slow reporting from federal facilities.


Devise protocol for deleting sites from the docket


Standardize site listing, specific portion of facility or entire facility

GPRA goals – need to reconcile double counting acreage between the CERCLIS/Docket and RCRA.

One Cleanup

Efforts to integrate the One Cleanup concept into the Federal Facilities arena are ongoing.  Currently guidance is available for RCRA/CERCLA integration.  There is a mining repository policy and a FUDS policy in draft.  Standard Operating procedures are in development for mixed ownership sites.

Challenges:


Develop a plan to coordinate One Cleanup initiatives on an annual basis.


Removals under the One Cleanup approach is a possible future effort

PLENARY SESSION: REMOVAL OF MUNITIONS
Moderated by: Rick Moss, CA
This session focused on the hurdles faced by all parties involved in the cleanup of munitions on federal facilities and emergency response actions.  Presentations were provided on policies and site-specific issues relative to the handling of unexploded ordnance.

Jennifer Roberts, Alaska DEC

ADAK Site Presentation
This presentation was about the ADAK Superfund site in Alaska.  The site includes a munitions range and open burning and open demolition (OB/OD) area.  The primary munitions problem is 40 mm rounds.  A remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/ FS) was prepared then the military unilaterally decided to do a NTCR.  Many technical and logistic problems were encountered at the site, including terrain, weather, and communications.  Recovered ~150 rounds, and most of them were 40mm.  Lessons learned: need to ensure there is thorough coordination during the entire project, work must be done in the proper sequence, and contractors need to be prepared for the individual site conditions.

JC King, Army

Emergency Response and Blow-in-Place (BIP)
JC King provided a presentation on the military procedures used to respond to munitions incidents. Two White Papers are being developed to establish procedures for Emergency Response and BIP.  The BIP paper is final and the Emergency Response is near completion.  Munitions are moved to a safe area when possible.  Approximately 10% of the munitions are BIP because they are unstable.  A Munitions Response Committee assists with establishing procedures for response to munitions.  The committee includes representatives from the states.

Kurt Ruther, Delaware

Emergency Response – Clamshells in Delaware
Chemical Warfare Rounds in Delaware Driveways. Clams are harvested in federal waters, taken to New Jersey and trucked to a processing plant in Delaware.  Sometimes the clams are commingled with ordnance and some of the ordnance contains chemical agents.  The clamshells are also used for residential driveways.  Homeowners were finding ordnance and turning it in to law enforcement.  Some of the ordnance contained mustard chemical agent.  Problems were encountered identifying the rounds due to weathering.  The area where the clams are harvested was used for disposal of ordnance and was not used for testing.  The ordnance is dangerous, but is not fused.  Screening process was developed by Seawatch (the company harvesting the clams) to remove all metal from the clam product, including ordnance.

Dick Wright, Mitretek Systems

Fort Ord, California
Fort Ord is a very complex site on ~27,000 acres on Monterey Bay, California.  There were numerous legal, encroachment, and environmental issues.  A comprehensive committee of stakeholders was organized to participate in the decision process.  The group set ground rules for the committee, and they worked toward consensus, but realized that everyone won’t get everything they want.  Many lessons learned: be flexible but not too flexible; deal with uncertainties; get to know your partners.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS:

1. John Fairbank, MD; Question about state participation in the contracting process at Fort Ord.  

2. Allan Posnick, TX; Question about the AOC with the Navy at the ADAK site in Alaska.

3. Jay Naparstek, MA; Question about employee training for the screening process that was used by Seawatch at the Delaware site.

4. Steven Cobb, AL; Question about notification to the states as a part of the munitions response procedures discussed by JC King.

5. John Fairbank, MD; Question about rust through of the munitions at the Delaware site. Military is doing studies on the corrosion and it doesn’t appear to be a problem.

6. Alan Posnick, TX; Question about encroachment problems at the Fort Ord site.  They did have some encroachment.  Security patrols were increased, improved the fencing and signage.

FINAL AGENDA

Removal Coordination at Federal Facilities Symposium

December 4-5, 2006

Hyatt Regency Hotel

Savannah, GA
Monday, December 4, 2006

7:00 – 8:30

Registration  - Foyer of Ballroom A

8: 30 – 9:00

Welcome/Introduction – Ballroom A




ASTSWMO:  Jennifer Roberts, AK & John Regan, NH

EPA:  Gilberto Irizarry, EPA OEM

State of Georgia:  Jim Ussery, GA EPD 

9:00 – 10:00

Plenary Session:  101 - Introduction to Removals – Ballroom A

Moderated by:  Marshall Cedilote, TX

This session will focus on the removals process, useful tools, existing guidance and documents.

Speakers:

· EPA:  Gilberto Irizarry, EPA OEM 

· State Role:  John Regan, NH

10:00 – 10:20
BREAK

10:20 – 11:50
Plenary Session:  Removal Action Challenges I – Ballroom A




Moderated by:  Ty Howard, UT

This session will focus on removal v. remedial, the post-removal process, challenges of using removals as a funding mechanism and the need for better/more community involvement.

Speakers:

· Removal Challenges:  Ty Howard, UT   

· Case Study of California Sites: Tom Lanphar, CA

· Community Involvement at FUDS:  Dwayne Ford, ACOE Fort Worth District
12:00 – 1:30

Luncheon with Speaker – Scarbrough 1-2

Moderated by: David Reuland, GA 


Removal of UXO at Camp Wheeler:  Mo Ghazi, GA

1:45 – 3:00

Plenary Session:  Removal Action Challenges II – Ballroom A


Moderated by:  David Sweeney, NJ 


This session is a continuation of the session prior to the luncheon.  


Speakers:

· John Chesnutt, EPA R9

· Kevin Oates, EPA FFRRO

3:00 – 3:30

BREAK

3:30 – 4:45
Plenary Session:  Forum with FLM Representatives – Removals on Federal Lands – Ballroom A




Moderated by:  Jennifer Roberts, AK

This session will discuss the need for/how to improve communication and coordination among the federal agencies, showcase a case study that was successful because of State and FLM coordination/collaboration and the use of Model Agreements.  




Speakers:

· Holly Fliniau, USDA 

· Mark Schoppet, NASA

5:30 – 6:30

Reception for Members and Guests – Scarbrough 1-2

Tuesday, December 5, 2006

7:30 – 8:30

Registration

8:30 – 9:45
Plenary Session:  One Cleanup – Ballroom A




Moderated by:  Bruce Everetts, IL  

This session will provide an overview of the objectives of the area wide pilot project known as Little Elk Creek, MD and will highlight the changes implemented by FFRRO in the review and overhaul of the federal facilities docket (electronic improvements, the need for sound Preliminary Assessments, listing of sites – issues with site names) and a status update of EPA’s One Cleanup Program.  

· Jim Woolford, EPA FFRRO 

· Jim Carroll, MD

9:45 – 10:15

BREAK & CHECK-OUT

10:15 – 11:45
Plenary Session:  Removal of Munitions – Ballroom A




Moderated by:  Rick Moss, CA

This session will highlight the hurdles faced by all parties involved in the cleanup of munitions on federal facilities and emergency response actions.

Speakers:

· Rifle-Grenade Range Removal-ADAK:  Jennifer Roberts, AK 

· Emergency Response & Blow-In-Place:  JC King, Army 

· Emergency Response–Clamshells in Delaware:  Kurt Ruether, DE

· Ft. ORD, CA:  Dick Wright 

11:45


Closing Remarks/Adjourn
1

